A

-’ IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
JAIPUR BENCH

Jaipur, this the 06”‘ day of October, 2010

REVIEW APPLICATION NO. 07/2010
IN

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO. 1306/20i0
‘ - With

- MESC APPLICATION NO 20i/20i0

CORAM

i HON’BLE MR. M.L. CHAUHAN, JUDICIAL MEMBER
" HON'BLE MR. ANIL KUMAR, ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER

~ Gaj Raj Singh Meena son of shri Mangj Lai .aged 56 years, resident of
Hindaun City and presemiy working as Senior Telecom Operaung-

Assnstant (Phone) {Sr. TOA (P)} Hindaun City, District Karuah
R JApplicant
.(By Advocate: Mr. C.B. Sharma)

VERSUS ~

1. Bharat Sanchar Nigarﬁ Limited through its Chairman and

Managing Director, Corporate Office Statement's House,
~ Barakhambha Road, New Deihi. .
2. Chief. General Manager, . Telecom (BSNL), Rajasthan‘ Circie,

Sardar Patel Marg, Jaipur. )

3. Teiecom District Manager (BSNL), Sawal Madnopw
i, Respondents
{By Advocate: Mr. Neeraj Baua)
ORDER (ORAL)

This Review Appiication has been fiied-"by the respondents for
reviewing the order dated .16.03.2010 whereby while disposing of the
case, this Tribunal had dirécted respondent no. 2 to decide the appeal
of the applicant within a peried of three months from the date of

passing of the order.

2. In the Review Arjpiicatioh,fthe. respondents have stated that as

per sc'nedule under BSNL Conduct-Discibiine and Appeal .Ruies, 2006,

W



2
the Appeilate -Authority "in the instant case is General Manager
(Operation), Office of CGMT, Jaipur. As such, the appeal has to be
decided by the General Manager (Operation), Office of CGMT, Jaipur
instead of Chief General Manager; Telecom (BSNL), Rajasthan Circle, .

Jaipur [Respondent no. 2].

3. In view of what has been SLated in the Review Apb_Iication, the
‘present Review A'ppiic?ation is aiiowﬂed. The directions given by this
Trib‘uﬁai in OA that the appeéi shall be decided by Respéndent no. 2
sha’i'i be subétituted to the effect that the appeal shali .bel decided by
‘t'ne 'G‘e'ne'r‘af Ma.h,ager _(O'p'eration), Office of CGMT,- Jaipur within a

‘period of three months from today.

4. With these observations, the Review Appiication- is disposed of

- with no ofder as to costs.

5. In view of the order passed in the Re‘i(iew Appilication, no order is
'req'uiifed to be passed in MA No. 201/2010, which shali stands

disposed of accordingly.
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(ANIL KUMAR) : ‘ - : (M_.L. CHAUHAN)
MEMBER (A) . ~ MEMBER (J)
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